
 
 

BOCA GRANDE HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 
WOMAN’S CLUB ROOM  

BOCA GRANDE COMMUNITY CENTER 
131 FIRST STREET WEST, BOCA GRANDE, FL 33921 

 
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 10, 2013  

10:00 AM 
 

AGENDA 
 

1. Call to Order/Roll Call/Review of Affidavit of Publication 

2. Approval of 3-13-2013 Minutes 

3. Public Hearing on Special Certificates of Appropriateness (COA) Cases 

(For public review, plans for the COA cases are available at the Reference Library, Boca 
Grande Community Center, 131 First Street West, Boca Grande, starting April 3, 2013) 
 

A. COA2012-00135  851 Palm Avenue,  851 Palm Ave, Boca Grande, FL 33921 
(continued from March 13, 2013)  
The proposed project entails the construction of a new residence on the subject parcel. 
 
***NOTE: CASE WITHDRAWN The applicant has withdrawn this case; it will 
not be heard on April 10, 2013. 
 

B. COA2013-00026 Sodel Gates and Fence Wall, 1000 East Railroad Ave.  
Boca Grande, FL 33921  
The proposed project entails the installation of gates and a fence wall on the 
front of the property by E. Railroad Avenue. 
 

4. Presentation on the update to the Lee Plan (the Lee Plan is the Lee County 

Comprehensive Plan) 

5. Items by the Public; Committee Members; Staff 

6. Adjournment – Next Meeting Date:  May 8, 2013 
 

Any person appealing a decision made at this hearing must ensure a record of the proceedings is made.  In 
accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, Reasonable Accommodations will be made upon request. If 
you are in need of a Reasonable Accommodation or would like additional information, please contact Janet Miller 
at 533-8583.   
 

To receive agendas by e-mail, contact jmiller@leegov.com. 
 
 

mailto:jmiller@leegov.com
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MINUTES REPORT 

BOCA GRANDE HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 

MARCH 13, 2013 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT:   STAFF PRESENT: 

Paul Eddy      Janet Miller, Recording Secretary 

Richard Robb     Gloria Sajgo, Principal Planner, Planning 

Tim Seibert 

William Winterer 

     

MEMBERS ABSENT: 

Bill Caldwell III, Chair 

Rebecca Paterson, Vice Chair 

Dana Robinette 

 

Agenda Item 1 - Call to Order – 10:00 a.m./Review of Affidavit of Publication 

 

Ms. Sajgo announced that, due to staff shortages, a representative from the Lee County Attorney’s 

office would no longer be attending the Boca Grande Historic Preservation Board meetings.  However, 

she noted the Attorney’s office had reviewed the Affidavit of Publication for today’s meeting and 

stated it was sufficient. 

 

Since the Chair and Vice Chair were absent from today’s proceeding, the Board unanimously agreed 

that Paul Eddy would serve as Acting Chair. 

 

A roll call was taken showing that Paul Eddy, William Winterer, Richard Robb, and Edward (Tim) 

Seibert were present.  Bill Caldwell, Becky Paterson, and Dana Robinette were absent. 

 

Agenda Item 2 – Approval of 1-31-13 and 2-13-13 Minutes 

 

Mr. Winterer made a motion to approve both the 1-31-13 and 2-13-13 meeting minutes, seconded 

by Mr. Seibert.  The motion was called and passed 4-0. 

 

Agenda Item 3 – March is Archaeology Month 

 

Ms. Sajgo distributed archaeology posters to the Board and the public. 

 

Agenda Item 4 – Public Hearing on Special Certificates of Appropriateness (COA) 

 

A. COA2013-00011 – Gasparilla Inn, 851 Palm Avenue, Boca Grande, FL 33921 

 

Ms. Sajgo reviewed the staff report and recommendations (attached). 

 

Mr. Dan Mattingly from All Phase Homes explained they plan to remove the existing windows and 

sashes, but would leave the frames.  The new windows slide into the existing opening so no interior or 

exterior trims will be removed.  In addition, some of the better windows being removed will be kept 

and stored for future use in order to maintain the existing windows in the rest of the Inn.  Regarding 

the third floor, Mr. Mattingly explained they were rehabbing what is currently there and would not be 

adding or removing any square footage. They will keep the same trims, color, and hardware. 
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Mr. Eddy opened this item for public comment.  No public input was received. 

 

Mr. Winterer noted he was once an innkeeper and understood the difficulty in maintaining these old 

wooden buildings.  He felt the Gasparilla Inn was the jewel of the area and that we were fortunate the 

owners and manager maintain it in such superb condition. 

 

Mr. Robb stated he was in support of this project and felt the Gasparilla Inn has always exercised good 

judgment and has been sensitive to the community. 

 

Mr. Seibert stated that in looking at the drawings and window schedule, he recommended approval.  

He made a motion to approve the project as presented by the applicant and make a finding that 

the proposed project has been designated under Chapter 22 of the LDC and on the basis of staff 

analysis, the proposed project as approved is in compliance with the Secretary of Interior’s 

Standards for Rehabilitation and Chapter 22 of the LDC, seconded by Mr. Winterer.  The 

motion was called and passed 4-0. 

 

B. COA2012-00135, 851 Palm Avenue, 851 Palm Avenue, Boca Grande, FL 33921 

 

Ms. Sajgo reviewed the staff report and recommendations (attached). 

 

Mr. Eddy asked for specifics on the revisions to the guttering, swaling, and water runoff, which is a 

concern to the abutters of the property. 

 

Mr. Dave Kondroski, contractor for the applicant (Ian Rogerson), stated he had worked with Lloyd 

Nixon (Lee County Engineer) by having him look at the proposed plans for drainage issues.  On the 

latest proposal, there is a swale along the south side of the property.  In addition to that, the paver patio 

was pulled by 5-ft. from the rear lot line.  A swale was added across the back that leads to a swale 

along the north side of the property.  A retention area was added along the northwest corner of the 

property.  Mr. Kondroski felt that all of this, along with the guttering at the rear of the property, should 

lead the water to the front. 

 

Mr. Eddy opened this item for public comment. 

 

Ms. Beverly Grady from the law firm of Roetzel and Andress stated she was representing Scott and 

Susan Brown, adjacent property owners to the west of the subject property.  She reviewed Section 22-

103, subparagraphs (a) and (b) of the Lee Plan where she felt this application was not in compliance.  

She also felt it did not comply with Administrative Code 2-10 or the Boca Grande Design Guidelines 

which set forth the criteria for the Boca Grande Historic District.  She noted her clients cared about 

Boca Grande, the neighborhood, and about being part of this historic district.  Due to this, they hired 

Mike Flanders, an architect in SW FL, to represent them at today’s proceedings.  He has significant 

experience in historic districts and historic structures.  She asked that the Board recognize him as an 

expert in architecture with significant experience with historic districts and historic preservation.  She 

referred the Board to correspondence they received from Mr. Flanders in their meeting packets. 

 

Mr. Mike Flanders reviewed his credentials with the Board and distributed a handout entitled, “House 

Size Comparison” and reviewed it with the Board (attached).  Discussion included: 1) the size/scale of 

the proposed project versus the existing homes in the neighborhood; 2) a comparison on the number of 

bedrooms; 3) the location of the two car garage; 4) proposed elevations for the project; 5) the location 

of the pool; and, 6) the roof line/peak.  Mr. Flanders referred to Page 5 of the staff report where staff  
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states that the proposal is harmonious in form, material, and scale with the character of the block and 

the district.  He did not agree with this statement and felt he had outlined several things that were not 

in harmony stating the homes in that area are all low profile, horizontal character houses.  He felt the 

applicant was trying to maximize the most buildable area on the lot to get the largest house they can 

build.  In summary, he stated it was his professional opinion as a Florida Architect experienced in the 

field of historic preservation that this project for 851 Palm Avenue is not harmonious in the scale and 

size of the existing structures present on this block or within the Boca Grande Historic District.  Due to 

concerns he expressed in his correspondence that the Board received as well as concerns raised today, 

it was his opinion that this project does not have enough compliance with the Boca Grande Design 

Guidelines for the Boca Grande Historic District to warrant its approval.  In addition he stated it was 

his opinion that the project has no simple predominant style.  Instead, he felt it portrayed a complicated 

look which will accentuate its large mass and tall height.  Mr. Flanders stated this 4,300 square foot 

size project along with the 29 foot height is not characteristic of the neighborhood especially with the 

two story double car garage wall nearest the enclosed part of the project to the street.  He asked that the 

Board deny the project and ask the applicant to revise the design. 

 

Mr. Winterer asked what Mr. Flanders estimated the square footage to be under air conditioning.  He 

stated the figure would be less than the 4,000 square feet mentioned in the handout. 

 

Mr. Flanders noted that the front sheet of the handout states that the square footage figures include 

enclosed interiors, enclosed garages, covered porches and verandas.  These were included because they 

have a visual impact to the neighborhood.  The square footages were taken from the Property 

Appraiser’s website.  He stated the numbers would be 15%-20% less if we only consider the enclosed 

space. 

 

Mr. Eddy noted that in looking at photographs, it appears the raw land of the subject property is 

substantially more than that of the surrounding houses.  He asked if the representatives had some 

numbers on how this raw land compares with the rest of the neighborhood. 

 

Ms. Grady stated she did not have that information.  She noted that to the north there are other lots that 

are larger, but the idea is to use the horizontal development so you do not have the appearance of mass 

and you do not have the height.  She noted that if you have a larger lot you would still be able to have 

square footage with a one-story design as opposed to a house next door that is on a smaller lot.  Ms. 

Grady stated this subject parcel is large enough for a horizontal design that would be low profile so 

that it is more compatible with the neighborhood. 

 

Ms. Corinna Hammond, resident of Boca Grande, wanted to suggest the applicant install a cistern.  She 

noted more people are moving to the Island and there could be climate changes which might cause less 

water for the Island.  She noted her water bill dropped significantly since she had a cistern installed on 

her property.  On a separate issue, she did not feel owners should build out so much of their property 

because wildlife and vegetation are one of the key attractants for living in Florida.  These large  

buildouts affect neighbors, views, and the water.  She felt we should respect the land by having less 

“hardscapes” around.  She applauded Ms. Grady and Mr. Fletcher for their presentations.  She felt this  

was becoming an issue as more people with money are coming to the Island and wanting to build a 

new home.  She wanted to see the area stay as a nice beachfront community. 

 

Ms. Virginia Fortney, resident of 831 Palm Avenue (neighbor south of the subject property), stated she 

and her husband had lived in the area for twenty years.  Ms. Forney stated she would describe her 

home as a cottage and noted she did not have a garage.  She views the house being proposed as a
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mansion to be located next to her cottage.  She stated the homes on her end of Palm Avenue were low 

profile.  She did feel the proposed home would fit better on the south end of Palm Avenue where the 

homes are large and expensive.  It seemed to her that people are voting for “big” instead of “better.”  

Ms. Fortney stated she was aware that a home of some type would be built on this lot and that there is 

no way to prevent it, but she was hoping for something that was more in harmony with the rest of the 

neighbors on that street. 

 

Mr. Ian Rogerson, applicant for the subject property, distributed a handout that had an aerial on the top 

sheet and photographs on the subsequent pages.  He reviewed the handout with the Board (attached).  

The comments are as follows: 

 

 Aerial Photograph – The top sheet outlines the last three projects that were built in the area.  

These three projects are within 200 feet of the proposed property.  He reviewed how these three 

properties are similar to what he is proposing.  He also felt the landscaping for his project was 

attractive. 

 

 Photo 1 & 1A – These photographs indicate what the house looks like from the south.  He 

noted there was a swimming pool that was hardly visible and the veranda faces south.  He 

noted they were proposing to screen the pool and use some palm trees, which he felt looked 

attractive. 

 

 Photo 2 & 2A – These photographs depict the most recent house built in the area, which is 200 

feet from the proposed property.  The house is located at 760 East Railroad Avenue.  Its total 

square footage is 4,309 square feet as opposed to the proposed project which is 4,316 square 

feet.  Under air, he noted that 760 East Railroad Avenue is 3,200 square feet versus the 

proposed project which is 3,900 square feet.  Mr. Rogerson noted his lot size was 102 x 110 as 

opposed to the house at 760 East Railroad Avenue, built in 2012, with a lot size of 76 x 110 

which is considerably smaller than the property in question yet their house is the same size as 

the one being proposed.  These photographs depict a home with a two car garage situated close 

to the road.  The home also has a high roof.  These photographs show the height of the roof for 

760 East Railroad Avenue in relation to a little courtyard house that was built next to it.   

 

 Photo 3 – This photograph shows property located at 870 East Railroad Avenue (neighbor to 

the rear of the property).  Photograph 6 shows they have a two car garage with a dormer 

window on top.  It is also a two story home. 

 

 Photo on Page 3A – This photograph shows the rear view of property located at 817 East 

Railroad Avenue, which is a two story home which stretches from the north to south on the 

property. 

 

 Photo on Page 3B – The last photograph shows Mr. Rogerson’s neighbor to the rear. 

 

In closing, Mr. Rogerson stated he was a homeowner with a mission to build an attractive home in the 

neighborhood that will not only be attractive, but will uplift the neighborhood.  He noted his proposal 

was within the setbacks, which is uncommon with new homes being built.  He noted it was a three 

bedroom, three bathroom home with a bonus room above the garage with a dormer window which will 

make it more attractive. 
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Mr. Kondroski felt Mr. Rogerson covered the points well.  He noted that although others may have 

only be listed as a three bedroom home they might still have living rooms, family rooms, studies, etc.  

He noted they were within the lot setbacks, which has prevented them from seeking setback reliefs due 

to concerns from neighbors regarding roof height.  He noted they kept the roof line down as much as 

possible.  He explained that all new homes will have higher roof heights due to FEMA requirements 

put in place over the last couple of years.  In addition there are new NAVD floor elevations required, 

which raises all properties up.  This will affect all new homes being built. 

 

Mr. Eddy felt there was clearly contention about this project and that more review was needed. He 

noted that in an effort to promote harmony in the neighborhood, the Board takes into account 

comments made by the public. 

 

Mr. Robb complimented Mr. Flanders for doing his homework and bringing a number of things to the 

Board’s attention.  Looking at the photographs presented by Mr. Rogerson reminded him of mistakes 

made in the past showing we have moved away from our architectural heritage.  He felt this proposal 

was out of scale and that we should return to the roots of the Island.  He encouraged the applicant to 

consider modifications that would reduce the scope of the project which would afford more space in 

the neighborhood.  He stated both sides had presented compelling arguments, but it was his preference 

that the proposal be modified. 

 

Mr. Seibert stated he had driven to this site and looked at the house on East Railroad Avenue.  This 

home seemed to be the same scale as the house being proposed today.  He stated they were both too 

large for the neighborhood.  He also did not feel it was a brilliant design and that many of the homes 

presented to the Board have not been brilliant designs yet they have been approved. 

 

Mr. Eddy made a motion to continue COA2012-00135 (851 Palm Avenue) to the April 10, 2013 

Boca Grande Historic Preservation Board meeting, seconded by Mr. Winterer. 

 

Mr. Eddy hoped certain modifications would be made to encourage some enlightenment from both 

sides.  He also referred to the cistern comment by Ms. Hammond and thought it would be nice to see 

that incorporated as part of the proposal. 

 

Mr. Seibert asked that the property owners at 760 East Railroad Avenue converse with Mr. Rogerson 

to see if they could work something out by the next meeting. 

 

The motion was called and passed 4-0. 

 

Agenda Item 5 – Discussion about the Boca Grande Historic District 

 

Mr. Seibert reviewed a position paper he prepared on this subject (attached). 

 

Mr. Bob Fletcher agreed with a comment by Mr. Seibert that the Boca Grande Historic Preservation 

Board should look into broader items than just “hammer and nails.”  The parking issue on Gilchrist is 

one item, but there are other problem areas as well. 

 

Mr. Winterer stated he had attended an event the other evening and noted that Gilchrist Avenue was 

full of cars.  He saw several people nearly hit with people backing up.  He felt this parking problem 

needed to be addressed. 
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Mr. Seibert stated the Board had the authority to designate streets as historic resources and noted 

Banyan Street has been suggested as a historic resource.  He stated that Boca Grande will change 

enormously over the next 10 years and that we need to keep ahead of it especially with the new bridge 

being built. 

 

Mr. Winterer referred to a letter in the Boca Beacon regarding the parking on Gilchrist.  According to 

the writer, it is illegal to park angular on Gilchrist instead of parallel.  He was not certain whether this 

was enforceable or who would be responsible for enforcing it.  The cars need to be diverted 

somewhere if they can no longer park on Gilchrist.  He made note of the planner hired for this project 

which cost approximately $20,000.00. 

 

Mr. Fletcher stated it was his understanding that Jack Damioli has a plan that has the churches 

approval.  Although this is a huge step, the churches are not the only stakeholders.  He did not believe 

we could ever restore Gilchrist to what it once was, but felt we were moving in the right direction.  The 

Boca Grande Community Planning Panel initiated this effort five years ago, but the County has to 

approve the plans.  The community is unable to plant things on the medium without paying attention to 

county ordinances. 

 

Mr. Robb asked staff for input on the Board’s charge.  He noted there were limitations, but did not feel 

it was outlined clearly. 

 

Ms. Sajgo stated the Board’s main charge is implementing Chapter 22 of the Land Development Code 

which regulates the rehabilitation of historic buildings and new construction, rehabilitation of non 

historic buildings.  The Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and the Boca Grande 

Design Guidelines were adopted to regulate these types of issues.  The issues being brought forth today 

were Island wide issues meaning they deal with things on the public rights-of-way.  These types of 

issues are not required to come before the Boca Grande Historic Preservation Board.  However, she 

noted the Board does have the authority to make recommendations and could participate in the 

planning aspects in that way.  The Board may make recommendations in reviewing specific proposals 

or to the various entities that are getting together to solve these issues.  Ms. Sajgo stated that the 

biggest issue is a lack of consensus in the neighborhood on how to address the Gilchrist parking issue.  

Since discussion on this issue is evolving, it is possible that some agreement may surface.  She 

reiterated that the signage, parking, and landscaping issues on public rights-of-ways is not directly in 

the Boca Grande Historic Preservation Board’s purview.  However, the Board can make 

recommendations and evaluate existing proposals or recommend new proposals be done. 

 

Mr. Seibert was in favor of considering Gilchrist as a historic resource and designate it as such.  He 

mentioned planting as was done by Mrs. Crowinshield and parking parallel on both sides of the street, 

which would help the situation.  He felt something should be done due to the new bridge being 

constructed and future bus tours that will take place on the Island.  In addition, when the economy 

improves, he anticipated investors purchasing condominiums on the Island.  The area will become 

busier than currently seen. 

 

Ms. Elsie Bracken stated she had been coming to the Boca Grande area since the 1960s.  She believed 

the County would agree to help, but the community must come to a consensus.  She agreed with 

comments by Mr. Seibert that something must be done.  She also agreed that the community needed to 

come together so these issues could be resolved. 

 

Ms. Corinna Hammond stated that if the residents who live on Gilchrist wanted to live in a parking lot, 

they would have built their homes next to Wal-Mart.  She felt it was time for the community to come 
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together since Gilchrist is a historic part of Boca Grande and can be seen when going north or south.  

She suggested possibly having restricted parking or designated parking on the street.  She agreed with 

comments by Mr. Seibert regarding increased parking that will be coming to the Island once the new 

bridge is constructed.  She also discussed the Methodist Church Function Hall.  She noted it would 

soon be the VFW hall for the Island where it will be used for various events which will bring a lot of 

cars to the area.  These events will not only take place on Sunday.  Ms. Hammond stated there needed 

to be some type of agreement between those who live on Gilchrist and those who use it as a parking 

garage. 

 

Mr. Eddy stated he had an occasion to be on Tarpon, which is a narrow street with cars parked on both 

sides of the street.  For the first time, he saw an 18 wheeler truck driving down the middle of the road 

which was disconcerting.  With the new bridge coming, he felt the residents would be seeing more of 

that type of activity. 

 

Mr. Seibert was in favor of investigating further as to what powers/authority this Board has so that they 

could begin doing more for the island than approving plans. 

 

Ms. Helen Fraser agreed with comments by Mr. Seibert that the Island is faced with acute situations 

that will only get worse once the bridge opens.  Regarding signage, she was in favor of less signs as 

she felt it destroyed the “small town” and “close community” feel to the Island.  She was in favor of 

having some of the signs removed.  Regarding parking signage, she stated public parking is available 

and that the current signage has not helped in any way.  Regarding all of the visitors that come to the 

beach, she felt that public restrooms were needed.  The residents near the beach area have had 

unpleasant consequences to the public not having any bathroom facilities because they have been 

unwilling to come back to town to find a restroom.  Efforts must be made to keep the town lovely, 

which means less signage and help in guiding the public to the five different areas that the County 

provides to park which have amenities for bathroom use.  These spots are not being utilized and are 

usually empty. 

 

Mr. Len Tatko stated that, due to all the discussion that takes place about parking on Gilchrist, he 

suggested a committee be formed whose sole purpose is to correct the Gilchrist parking problem.  

Various input is given, but it is not organized, focused, or channeled.  The committee could have 

representatives from different groups, such as a member from GICIA, and a member from the Boca 

Grande Historic Preservation Board. 

 

Mrs. Misty Nichols stated that if the Board decides to discuss this further at the next meeting she 

suggested the subject be stated differently on the agenda.  She did not believe most of the public 

understood that “Boca Grande Historic District” meant parking on Gilchrist and bathrooms on the 

accesses, etc. 

 

Ms. Sajgo stated she would look into this further, but that in general the discussion today was on 

planning issues.  This is not under the purview of Chapter 22.  She stated planning is something that is 

ongoing.  She encouraged the community to continue planning. 

 

Agenda Item 6 – Items by the Public; Committee Members; Staff 

 

Public - None 

 

Committee Members - None 
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Staff - None 

 

Agenda Item 7 – Adjournment – Next Meeting Date: April 10, 2013 

 

Mr. Winterer made a motion to adjourn, seconded by Mr. Seibert.  The motion was called and 

passed 4-0.  The meeting adjourned at 11:47 a.m. 

 

The next meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, April 10, 2013, at 10:00 a.m. in the Boca Grande 

Community Center. 
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BOCA GRANDE HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 

STAFF REPORT 

 

TYPE OF CASE: Special Certificate of Appropriateness 

 

CASE NUMBER: COA 2013 00011—Gasparilla Inn Rehab 500 Palm Ave. Boca Grande Fl 33921 

 

HEARING DATE: March 13, 2013 

 

SUMMARY   

The proposal is part of the ongoing rehabilitation and maintenance of the Gasparilla Inn., which is a 

contributing property in the Boca Grande Historic District HD 90-05-01.   Staff analyzed the project for 

compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.  The STRAP number is 14 

43 20 00 00002.0000; the address is 500 Palm Ave. in Boca Grande.  

 

STAFF ANALYSIS   

Background: 

In addition to being a contributing resource in the locally designated Boca Grande Historic District, The 

Gasparilla Inn was listed on the National Register of Historic Places in March 2008.  The National  

Register listing states:  

The Gasparilla Inn … is locally significant under Criterion A in the area of Recreation and 

Culture and for the association of the hotel and its recreational facilities with the development of 

recreation and tourism in Florida and the town of Boca Grande beginning in 1911.  The Inn 

itself is also significant under Criterion C in the area of Architecture as a large wood frame 

hotel building that was expanded between 1911 and 1948.  Originally constructed as a 20-room 

Frame Vernacular style building, the owners decided to enlarge the hotel and make it a world-

class resort.  In 1912 they hired Tampa architect Francis J. Kennard, the designer of the 

Belleview-Biltmore Hotel (N.R. listed 1979) near Clearwater, Florida, to draw plans for the 

hotel expansion which was completed between 1912 and 1915.  The Gasparilla Inn is an 

excellent surviving example of an early Florida winter resort hotel and is the largest historic 

wood frame hotel in Florida after the Belleview-Biltmore.  

 

It is important to note that the Belleview-Biltmore Hotel was closed in 2009 and its fate continues to be 

uncertain.  (See http://www.spiritsofbelleviewbiltmore.com).  This fact makes the Gasparilla Inn the 

largest historic wood frame hotel in Florida that is still in use.   

 

According to the National Register listing: “The Gasparilla Inn & Club is a member of Historic Hotels 

of America (HHA) and the National Trust for Historic Preservation (NTHP).  As a member The 

Gasparilla Inn & Club is one of the more than 200 significant properties in the U. S. recognized by the 

NTHP for preserving and maintaining their historic integrity, unique architecture and ambiance.  

Member hotels must be at least 50 years old, and either listed in, or eligible for listing in the National 

Register of Historic Places, or recognized locally as having historic significance.” 

 

The Proposal: 

The proposal calls for the implementation of two rehabilitation projects: the rehabilitation of rooms on 

the 3
rd 

 story of the north wing and the replacement of windows in guest rooms.  

 

The rehabilitation of rooms on the 3
rd

 story of the north wing:  The 3
rd

 story of the north wing was 

originally set aside as sleeping quarters for hotel employees.  Subsequently these sleeping areas were 

vacated and the resulting empty spaces used for storage.  In 2006 the partition walls were removed 

leaving only the original structural framing in place.   

http://www.spiritsofbelleviewbiltmore.com/


Page 2 of 3 
 

K:\HISTORIC\SCA  COA\2013\bghpb\3 13 2013\COA 2013 00011  Gasparilla Inn Rehab\COA2013 00011 Gasparila Inn Rehab 500 Palm Ave Staff Report.docx 

The existing floor plan of the 3
rd

 story of the north wing shows 6 bedrooms, 2 bathrooms, and 2 storage 

areas.  The proposal calls for consolidating and re-configuring the area in the 3
rd  

story of the north wing 

to accommodate 4 guest suites each with its private bath.  There would be no visible changes to the 

exterior of the building.  The original windows would be replaced with new windows custom made to 

match the original window openings.  (See discussion below)  

 

The replacement of windows in guest rooms:  The proposal calls for the replacement of windows in the 

guest rooms and the 3
rd

 story of the north wing.  Except for 3 casement windows, all the windows are 

6/1 double hung windows. The proposal calls for the replacement of a total of 229 windows:  56 on the 

first floor, 104 on the second floor and 69 on the third floor.  It should be emphasized that the proposal 

is for the replacement of windows in the guest rooms and that windows in the common areas will remain 

and continue to be maintained.  The common areas include the main lobby, the shops, the restaurant, 

offices, stairways, Pelican Room and the southern entrance.   

 

All windows will be replaced with the same type of window as the existing window.  The replacement 

windows will be custom made windows and will be built to fit into the existing window openings – no 

existing interior or exterior window trim will be removed; the original wood trim materials will be 

preserved.  The muntins of the replacement windows will be placed between the glass panes.  The 

replacement window will be produced with clear impact glass so there will be no tint to change the 

appearance of the building.  The frames will match the color of the existing windows which is important 

because the new windows will not contrast in color with the remaining windows.  Additionally the 

replacement windows are guaranteed not to crack or yellow.   

 

As the aerial view of the Gasparilla Inn illustrates, the building is located by itself on a large, open tract 

of land.  As a result the windows – especially on the upper floors – are quite exposed to the elements and 

subject to wind and other weather damage.  Additionally, because the building is a hotel, the windows 

are subjected to heavy use by a constant stream of guests.   

 

While the Inn has repaired existing windows for years, repairs are no longer feasible or practical.  For 

instance: Some of the lower sashes do not open because they have broken counter balances and 

recovering the counterbalances would require cutting into the walls to access them.  Some windows after 

years of repairs cannot be made fully operable or weather tight.  Additionally, the exterior of the 

windows can only be cleaned using stairs and scaffolding which for the windows in the upper floors is a 

dangerous and time consuming task.  Finally the Inn operates as a hotel and its guests expect that 

windows will meet their contemporary lifestyles needs – some of the existing windows do not meet 

these expectations.   

 

Staff believes this is a well thought out project allowing for the preservation of the building’s character. 

 

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 
In evaluating the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards also refer to the discussion above.  

 

1. A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal 

change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment.  

The proposed rehabilitation of the rooms on the third floor will allow the continued use of that space as 

a residential space.  The proposed replacement of the windows will allow the Inn to be continued to be 

used as a hotel.  Both of these changes require minimal changes to the defining characteristics of the 

building, site and environment.  
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2. The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved.  The removal of historic 

materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided. 

As noted above the character of the property is being retained and preserved.  Windows in the guest 

rooms will be replaced with the same type of window as the existing window.  The replacement 

windows will be custom made and will be built to fit into the existing window openings – no existing 

interior or exterior window trim will be removed; the original wood trim materials will be preserved.  

Windows in the common areas will remain and continue to be maintained.  The common areas include 

the main lobby, the shops, the restaurant, offices, stairways, Pelican Room and the southern entrance.   

 

3. Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place and use.  Changes that 

create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural 

elements from other buildings, shall not be undertaken. N/A 

 

4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in their 

own right shall be retained and preserved. N/A 

 

5. Distinctive features, finishes and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that 

characterize a historic property shall be preserved. N/A 

 

6 Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced.  Where the severity of 

deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in 

design, color texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials.  Replacement of 

missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical or pictorial evidence.   

The proposal calls for removing the existing windows and replacing them with custom made windows 

that will match the design and visual qualities of the existing windows.  

 

7 Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic materials shall 

not be used.  The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be undertaken using the 

gentlest means possible.  N/A 

 

8 Significant archaeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved.  If such 

resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken.  N/A 

 

9 New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials 

that characterize the property.  The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be 

compatible with the massing, size, scale and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of 

the property and its environment. N/A 

 

10 . New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner that 

if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment 

would be unimpaired. N/A 

 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION     
Staff recommends that the Historic Preservation Board: 

 Approve the project as presented by the applicant  

 Make a finding that the proposed project has been designated under Chapter 22 of the LDC and 

on the basis of staff analysis, the proposed project that as approved is in compliance with the 

Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and Chapter 22 of the LDC. 
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BOCA GRANDE HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 

 

STAFF REPORT 

 

TYPE OF CASE: Special Certificate of Appropriateness  

      

CASE NUMBER: COA 2012 - 00135   851 Palm Avenue, 851 Palm Ave., Boca Grande Fl  

 

HEARING DATE:  March 13, 2013 
 

SUMMARY: 
The proposed project entails new construction of a single family residence in the Boca Grande Historic 

District HD (District) 90-05-01. The STRAP number is 14 43 20 01 00056 0190; the address is 851 Palm 

Avenue, Boca Grande, Florida, 33921.  The subject lot is located at the west side of Palm Ave.   Staff 

analyzed the proposed project for compliance with Chapter 22 of the Lee County Land Development 

Code and the Boca Grande Design Guidelines.  

 

STAFF ANALYSIS:  

The subject parcel is parallelogram shaped and roughly 110-ft by 102-ft. -- with 102-ft frontage on Palm 

Ave.  The proposal calls for building a new single story house with a bedroom/study above the garage.  

The house has roughly 2,923 sq ft of A/C area (2,522 sq ft on the main floor and 401 sq ft in the upper 

living area over the garage), 541 sq ft of garage area, 800 sq ft porches and verandas and 52 sq ft of 

balconies (master balcony and balcony for upper living area).    

 

The proposed house includes the following square footages: 

  

Sq Footage Location  

 Ground Floor 

 2,522 Main living area under A/C  

    541 Garage 

    468 Veranda on the south side 

    145 Front Porch 

    187 Rear Screen porch 

     22 Master Bedroom Balcony  

3,885 Total  

  

 Upper Living Area 

    401 Upper living area under A/C for bedroom #4/study over the garage  

      30 Balcony for the upper living area 

    431 Total  

4,316 Grand Total 

 

The proposed house is a contemporary cottage featuring metal roofs with exposed, decorative rafter tails 

on the front (east) and side (south) elevations.  The wall covering is synthetic (hardiplank) horizontal 

siding.  Generally the main roof is a side gable roof with secondary gable, shed and partial hip roofs.  

This roof style breaks up the building mass by providing variable roof heights while allowing for a 

vaulted ceiling in the interior.  

 

Generally the windows will be single and paired multi-light windows with transoms; the front elevation 

will feature a ribbon of 4 windows with transoms.     
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The main side gable roof has the highest ridge; it is roughly 28-ft from grade (roughly 29-ft from mean 

grade of the road) or from the finished first floor to roof ridge the height is roughly 22-ft 7-in.  On the 

front elevation shed roof is at roughly 13-ft from finished first floor to peak.  (Note:  The house has to be 

elevated to meet FEMA regulations; the finished first floor is roughly 5-ft 6-in above the lot grade)  

 

The house will conform to the required setbacks; the front setback will be 25-ft from the front property 

line.  The house will feature a pool and pool deck on the south side.  The pool will be setback roughly 

40ft from the front property line.  The aluminum bronze fence around the pool deck will be setback 

roughly 31ft 6-in from the front property line.   

 

Front (East) elevation on Palm Ave. – The main façade on Palm Ave. maintains the required 25-ft 

setback from the front property line. 

 

The house’s roughly 69-ft 4-in frontage on Palm Ave. is broken up by recessed and protruding areas and 

variable roofs.  The main façade is roughly at the center of the front elevation and extends for 44-ft along 

Palm Ave.  It is under the main side gable roof which is broken up with two gable roofed dormers:  

 The south gable roofed dormer is centered over the front porch and features a ribbon of small 

windows providing light into the great room. 

 The north gable roofed dormer is centered over the two-car garage and features a pair of French 

doors opening from the upper living area to a small balcony facing Palm Ave.  

 

The main side gable roof features a “break’ or lesser pitch on the lower part of the eave and creates the 

appearance of a shed roof which is over two distinct areas (each roughly 22-ft long): a roughly 6 ½ ft 

wide front porch accessed by steps on the south side and featuring railings and columns supporting the 

porch roof and the two paneled garage doors with ribbons of lights at the top.     

 

Extending roughly 14-ft to the south of the main façade and recessed roughly 6-ft 6-in behind the main 

façade is the privacy wall to the veranda that faces the pool.   

 

Extending roughly 11-ft 4-in to the north of the main façade are a series of staggered roofs 

accommodating various rooms within the slanted setback line of the parallelogram shaped lot.   

 

Side (south) elevation – On this elevation the gable end of the main side gable roof is clearly visible as it 

extends beyond the partial hip roof that is over the veranda and master suite.  The veranda is roughly 37-

ft 6-in long and 14-ft at the widest.  It features railings and columns supporting the roof.  The veranda 

also incorporates an outdoor fireplace.  Pairs of sliding glass doors with transoms provide access from the 

house to the veranda.  Beyond the veranda is the master suite with clipped corner walls.  At the center 

facing south, it features a pair of French doors opening to a small balcony.  There are single windows on 

the east and west clipped corner walls.   

 

The south elevation is oriented towards a pool which is rectangular (roughly 22ft 8-in by 12-ft 4-in) and 

is bordered by a paved area.  The pool is raised roughly 40-in above the road grade has a bronze 

aluminum railing fence and gate on the east side.  At the rear will be small patio with access to the pool 

area; it will feature fence and gate with bronze aluminum railing limiting access to the pool area.   

 

Rear (west) elevation– This elevation features the roof eave of the main side gable roof with a break 

creating a lower pitch roof at the bottom of the eave which wraps into the partial hip roof on the south 

side.  This elevation features a series double and single windows with transoms and a small incised rear 

screen porch (roughly 13-ft 8-in by 13-ft 8-in). 

 

Side (north) elevation:  The mass of this elevation is broken by a series of small gable and hip roofs 

staggered along the slanted side setback line of the parallelogram.   
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In general staff believes this is a well thought out project and the applicant has designed it in a way that is 

in keeping with the design guidelines of the historic district.  Staff has worked with the applicant for 

several months during which time the proposed plans have changed and evolved.  For instance the 

original proposal would have required relief from the setback requirements; the proposal submitted 

complies with all setback requirements.  The adjoining property owner to the west at 870 East Railroad 

Ave. is represented by architect Mike Flanders and his comments on the subject proposal are attached.   

 

It should be noted that in order to obtain a building permit the Building Department will have to approve 

the applicant’s proposed drainage plan.   

 

Design Guidelines for the Boca Grande Historic District 

In evaluating the design guidelines also refer to the discussion above. 

 

1.0 Streetscape 

1.1 Building heights should be similar to the range of heights already found in the district and on 

the particular block of the subject structure. 

This is a single story house (with a living area above the garage) and it is located in an area that has many 

single story houses.  The proposal minimizes the roof height by using a variety of roofs that break up the 

mass and scale of the building.   

 

In evaluating building height it is important to note that the house had to be elevated to meet FEMA flood 

regulations; the finished floor is 5-ft 6-in above grade.  The main side gable roof has the highest ridge; it 

is roughly 28-ft from grade (roughly 29-ft from mean grade of the road) or from the finished first floor to 

roof ridge the height is roughly 22-ft 7-in.  On the front elevation the break in the roof pitch creates the 

impression of a shed roof which is at roughly 13-ft from finished first floor to peak.   

 

By comparison the adjoining house to the north is roughly 25-ft from grade to ridge or from finished first 

floor to roof ridge the height is roughly 21 ft 8 in.  (Due to FEMA flood regulations that house is elevated 

3ft 4in above grade.)  (COA 2010 00070 Rogerson 890 Palm Ave)  

 

1.2 The pattern of spaces between buildings should be maintained.  Additions to existing buildings 

should be set back from the front façade so the visual quality of spacing is preserved.  Maintain 

traditional pattern setbacks, entrances and alignment of facades.  Maintain traditional yard spaces 

and sense of openness, especially at the front and sides of buildings. 

 

The proposed house is located in an eclectic part of the Boca Grande Historic District.  Some houses have 

their setbacks behind tall fences.  Houses on the north corners of Palm Ave and 9
th

 St feature tall fences 

that obscure the front elevation of the houses.  The house immediately south of the proposed house has a 

roughly 5-ft high wall fence which partially shields the house from the road.   

 

The proposed project meets the required setbacks for the front (25-ft) sides (7-ft) and rear (20ft) 

elevations.  The proposed setbacks are in some cases broader than the existing setbacks found in some of 

the existing properties.  However they are in keeping with the sense of openness of some of the houses in 

the area.  For instance the adjoining house to the north has a front setback of roughly 24-ft for the house 

and roughly 21-ft for the front steps to the front property line.   

 

1.3 Additions should attempt to maintain the overall sense of size of the building. N/A   

 

1.4 Buildings at the ends of a block should be similar in height to the buildings, or provide a visual 

transition to the next block. N/A 
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1.5 The traditional alignment of horizontal and vertical elements of buildings along a block should 

be maintained.  The alignment of first and second story windows should respect traditional 

patterns of the block. 

The house maintains the traditional alignment of horizontal and vertical elements. 

 

1.6 Maintain the traditional proportions of glass in building facades. 

The house maintains the traditional proportions of glass in the building facades.  

 

1.7 Maintain the traditional alignment between rooflines, porch protrusions and entrances. 

The traditional alignment between rooflines, porch protrusions and entrances is maintained.  This 

contemporary cottage features a traditional style.  

 

2.0 Building Site 

2.1 Identify, retain and preserve features that are important in defining the overall historical 

character of the site, including driveways, walkways, lighting, fencing, signage, benches, fountains, 

terraces, water features, vegetation and potential archaeological features. 

This is a parallelogram shaped parcel.  On the north elevation the applicant has taken care to build in a 

staggered manner so that the building is within the slanted lot line.  Existing native vegetation has been 

identified and is retained on the property.  

 

2.2 Maintain the traditional orientation patterns of building facades to the street or water.  The 

front of the building should present a façade that is parallel to the street on which it faces. 

The building maintains the traditional orientation; the proposed building has a façade that is parallel to 

the street on which it faces.  

 

2.3 The vertical and horizontal proportions of building mass should be maintained.  Additions 

should preserve or maintain the traditional symmetry of the buildings front façade. 

The building maintains the vertical and horizontal proportions of the building. 

 

2.4 Maintain traditional setback patterns.  Porches, decks, solid fences or other additions should be 

located to respect traditional patterns or visually preserve the traditional front setback.  Additions 

or screened service areas should be located to the side or rear of the front setback. 

While the house features a variety of setbacks, the house maintains the required setbacks for the front 

(25-ft) sides (7-ft) and rear (20ft):   

 

2.5 Alleys, where part of the historical plat, should be used to provide access to the rear of 

properties for parking and service.  Parking and access to parking should relate to alley systems, 

where present, and should be limited to the rear of structures where this pattern is traditional.  

N/A 

 

2.6 Accessory buildings such as garages or carports should be located according to the traditional 

development patterns of such buildings and should relate to the existing building on the site. 

Service areas and trash containers should be screened from view using fences, lattice screens or 

hedges. 

The proposed garage is located according to the traditional development pattern.  It is located on the front 

elevation of the house – as other garages in the area are.  The impact of the garage on the façade is 

minimized by the complexity of the design especially the gable dormer accommodating a living area over 

the garage. The pool equipment has been located to the crawlspace below the house with access via 

decorative lattice enclosure.  The A/C condenser has decorative lattice screening to hide it from view.  

The trash and recycling bins are located near the side garage access door and have decorative lattice 

screening to hide them from view.   
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2.7 Decks should be an unobtrusive as possible.  Railing should express a line and spacing similar 

to existing balustrades.  The duplication of historic styles such as widow’s walks should be 

encouraged only where this type of architecture was traditionally found.   

 

The pool deck on the south side is unobtrusive.  Porch railings are similar to existing balustrades.  The 

design of the bronze aluminum fence includes railings that are similar to those in the district; the 

proposed bronze color was chosen to understate the presence of the fence.  

 

2.8 Paving materials and patterns should respect traditional patterns on the block. N/A 

 

2.9 Landscaping should respect traditional planting patterns and maintain the alignment, spacing, 

and type where possible.  

The preliminary landscape plan provided is designed to retain the existing native vegetation on the 

property.  The plan is designed to provide landscape screening around the perimeter of the pool, 

screening it from the road and surrounding neighbors.  It also provides landscape screening along the rear 

of the subject property. 

 

3.0 Additions to Existing Buildings 

3.1 Additions should be compatible with the size, scale, color, material and character of the 

building and its environment.  Additions may include porches and bay windows as well as entire 

wings and rooms. N/A 

3.2 Additions should be positioned so they do not alter the historic rhythm of building fronts. N/A 

 

 

4.0 New Construction 

4.1 Contemporary styles should be harmonious in form, material, and scale with the character of 

the block or district. 

The proposed contemporary cottage is harmonious in form, material and scale with the character of the 

block and the district.  The house echoes the design of the contemporary cottage built to the north of it.  

 

The form of the proposed building is such that it has a complexity of design which is harmonious with 

the block and district.  It blends in with the streetscape by minimizing its impact on the streetscape.  For 

instance while the building has roughly 69-ft of frontage on Palm Ave., the principal façade has only 44ft 

of frontage on Palm Ave.  Additionally this frontage is broken up into two areas; the front porch and the 

two garages.  (There is additional frontage both to the south and north of the main façade which is 

recessed behind the main façade limiting its impact on the streetscape.)  

 

The proposed material is hardiplank horizontal siding and metal roofs – both of these materials are found 

throughout the district and the block.   

 

The height of the house is variable due to its varied roof lines.  The mass of building is broken up by a 

complexity of design which includes projections and recessions and architectural features such as porches 

and secondary roofs.  The main side gable roof has the highest ridge; it is roughly 28-ft from grade 

(roughly 29-ft from mean grade of the road) or from the finished first floor to roof ridge the height is 

roughly 22-ft 7-in.  Viewed from the street, this highest side gable is over the principal façade which has 

only 44ft frontage on Palm Ave.  Additionally this frontage is broken up into two areas; the front porch 

and the two garages.   

 

4.2 Align the façade of the building with the historic setbacks of the block or district. 

The façade of the proposed building aligns with the historic setbacks of the block or district. 
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4.3 New buildings should appear similar in mass and scale with historic structures in the block or 

surrounding area. 

The mass and scale of the building is similar to the structures in the block and surrounding area.  As 

already noted the building features a complexity of design that minimizes its impact and increases it 

harmony with its surroundings.  

 

While the subject parcel has 102-ft frontage on Palm Ave., the principal façade of the proposed building 

has only 44-ft frontage along Palm Ave. Including the recessed areas to the south and north of the 

principal façade, the proposed building has a total of 69-ft frontage along Palm Ave.  This relatively 

narrow façade minimizes the impact of the house on the streetscape and is in keeping with the facades of 

the adjoining house to the north and adjoining houses to the south.   

 

The frontage along Palm Ave of the proposed house is small in relation to its lot size and this is 

accomplished by placing the pool on the south side of the subject lot, (which is the same location as the 

pool in the adjoining house to the north of the subject property).  As a result of the location of the pool, 

the subject house does not have sprawling horizontal presence across the lot’s 102-ft frontage on Palm 

Ave.  Instead the impact on of the house on Palm Ave is contained and minimized and is more in keeping 

with the narrower facades of the houses adjoining the proposed house.  

 

4.4 Building and roof forms should match those used historically. 

As discussed the building and roof forms match those used historically.  

 

4.5 Use similar building materials to those used historically for all major surfaces. 

The roof material is metal and the wall material is horizontal siding. The windows are multiple light 

windows.  These are very similar to those used historically.  

 

4.6 Use window sizes and proportions similar to those used historically.  To create larger surfaces 

of glass, consider combining several standard windows in a row. 

The window sizes and proportions are similar to those used historically.  To create larger surfaces of 

glass, the proposal combines several standard windows in a row.  

 

5.0 Relocating Buildings in a Historic District 

5.1 Relocate the structure in a context similar to its historic location, if relocating a historic 

building. N/A 

5.2 Align the building within the historic patterns of setbacks and open space ratios. N/A 

5.3 Orient the building according to the traditional pattern of the block or district. N/A 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  

Staff recommends that the Historic Preservation Board: 

1) On the basis of staff analysis approve the project as presented by the applicant. 

2) Make a finding that the proposed project has been designated under Chapter 22 of the LDC 

and on the basis of staff analysis, the proposed project as approved is in compliance with 

Chapter 22 of the LDC and the design guidelines for new construction.  

































 

 

 

 

LATEST CORRESPONDENCE 

REGARDING COA2012-00135 

851 PALM AVENUE 

















Mr. Scott Brown 

9717 Chillicothe Road 

Kirtland, Ohio 44094 

 
April 1, 2013 

Dear Mr. Brown, 

Thank you for your letter dated March 29, 2013. Your comments and those of your architect have been 

shared with the Lee County divisions of planning and community development and all persons directly 

involved with 851 Palm Avenue. 

Your letter does provide an opportunity to review the relevant events of our new, year-round home 

project, which started in September 2012. 

The plans, which have now been recommended for approval by Lee County, have been revised five 

times since September.  As part of the process and in the spirit of neighborly cooperation, the four 

letters of legal and architectural opinion sent to Lee County by your representatives and forwarded to 

me were noted and plans changed where practicable. 

We worked extensively with Lee County to achieve some revisions. Letters from your architect, Mr. 

Flanders, prompted other significant changes. With all the revisions, we are pleased to say that the 

proposed home now fits within the required setbacks and meets other relevant criteria. 

The recommendation for approval of the submitted plan for 851 Palm Avenue comes from the Lee 

County staff which has been involved in this area for some 20 years. They have dealt with hundreds of 

applications for new construction, alterations or additions in the historic district of Boca Grande. 

Notwithstanding comments from other experts, few know this area and the rules, regulations and 

guidelines governing it better than the Lee County staff. 

Still, we intend to carefully review the recommendations from Mr. Flanders – as we have in the past. 

And I am confident we will be able to incorporate some of his suggestions in our plans. We will be 

working with our team of consultants and the Lee County staff on any further developments, and you 

can be assured those will be communicated to you and your representatives. 

Sincerely, 

 

Ian B. Rogerson 

P. O. Box 1240 

Boca Grande, FL 33921 
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BOCA GRANDE HISTORIC PRESERVATION BOARD 

STAFF REPORT 
 

TYPE OF CASE: Special Certificate of Appropriateness 

CASE NUMBER: COA 2012 – 00026 Sodel Gates & Fence Wall, 1000 East Railroad Ave Boca 

Grande Fl 33921 

HEARING DATE: April 10, 2013 

 

SUMMARY 

The subject property is a non-contributing property in the Boca Grande Historic District HD 90-05-01.  

Staff analyzed the proposed project for compliance with the Boca Grande Design Guidelines.  The 

STRAP is: 14-43-20-01-00061.0010; the address is: 1000 E. Railroad Ave, Boca Grande, Fl.  The 

proposed project entails the construction of a new 6-ft high fence wall with 7-ft high columns in the 

front northwest area of the subject lot and the installation of 5-ft high rolling open, metal gates between 

the existing fence walls on the front elevation.   

 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

Existing Conditions 

The subject property is a corner lot located at the intersection of East Railroad Ave and 10
th

 St 

consisting of roughly 21,674 sq ft.  It has roughly 122 ft frontage on E. Railroad Ave and 151 ft 

frontage along 10
th

 St.  Wall fences are on the perimeter of most of the property as well as in the 

interior of the property creating various spaces for different uses.  

 

On August 11, 2099 the Boca Grande Historic Preservation Board approved COA 2010 - 00069 for a 

major rehabilitation of the subject house.  See Attachment #1.  In association with COA2010-00069 

the Zoning Director issued ADD2010-00040, an administrative variance to bringing into compliance 

the nonconforming setbacks for the residence, the pool and the fence walls.  Subsequently another 

administrative variance ADD2011-00012 was issued because a pool and spa had to be relocated due to 

structural damage during the removal of Royal Palms on the site. See attachment #2. 

 

The project as approved includes the existing wall fences on the front elevation and a landscaped area 

(with no fences) on the northwest area by the adjoining property owner on to the north.  In 2012 the 

owner of the subject property requested an administrative variance to construct a 6-ft high fence in this 

northwest landscaped area and to install gates between the existing fence walls.  The Zoning Director 

considers administrative variances when the applicant is able to provide letters of no objection from 

adjacent property owners.  In this instance the adjacent property owner to the north objected and as a 

result the Zoning Director would not consider the request.  As a result the applicant filed for a variance 

before the Lee County Hearing Examiner.  On March 15, 2013 the Hearing Examiner rendered a 

decision granting the applicant’s request for a zoning variance.  See attachment #3 VAR2012 00024 

Charles Wittmark in reference to SODEL.   

 

Since the Hearing Examiner has provided the zoning approval for the subject project the applicant is 

now requesting approval from the Boca Grande Historic Preservation Board for the design of the 

project.  The request entails the construction of a new 6-ft high fence wall with 7-ft high columns in 

the front northwest area of the subject lot and the installation of 5-ft high open, metal gates between 

the existing fence walls on the front elevation.  The fence gates would be rolling gates with a curved 

top (5-ft at the highest point) and would feature an open railing with the silhouettes of two palm trees. 

 

The proposed fence wall for the north west area is designed to match the existing fence wall at the 

south west corner --which is set at a diagonal:   Therefore proposed fence wall would be set at a 

diagonal on the north west corner and would be roughly 28-ft long and 6-ft high.  It would be 

bookended by roughly 7-ft high columns to match those existing.  The finish would match that of the 
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existing walls.  The diagonal design of the proposed fence wall would allow the preservation of the 

vegetation on this northwest area of the subject parcel.  

 

Overall staff believes this is a well thought out project that is in keeping with the design guidelines of 

the Boca Grande Historic District.   

Design Guidelines for the Boca Grande Historic District. 

In evaluating the project also refer to the discussion above. 

1.0 Streetscape 

1.1 Building heights should be similar to the range of heights already found in the district and on 

the particular block of the subject structure. N/A 

1.2 The pattern of spaces between buildings should be maintained.  Additions to existing 

buildings should be set back from the front façade so the visual quality of spacing is preserved.  

Maintain traditional pattern setbacks, entrances and alignment of facades.  Maintain traditional 

yard spaces and sense of openness, especially at the front and sides of buildings. N/A 

1.3 Additions should attempt to maintain the overall sense of size of the building. N/A 

1.4 Buildings at the ends of a block should be similar in height to the buildings, or provide a 

visual transition to the next block. N/A 

1.5 The traditional alignment of horizontal and vertical elements of buildings along a block 

should be maintained.  The alignment of first and second story windows should respect 

traditional patterns of the block. N/A 

1.6 Maintain the traditional proportions of glass in building facades. N/A 

1.7 Maintain the traditional alignment between rooflines, porch protrusions and entrances. N/A 

 

2.0 Building Site 

2.1 Identify, retain and preserve features that are important in defining the overall historical 

character of the site, including driveways, walkways, lighting, fencing, signage, benches, 

fountains, terraces, water features, vegetation and potential archaeological features.   
Currently there are two 6-ft high wall fences across the front of the subject parcel.  The proposal calls 

for installing a 5-ft high roughly 20 -ft long rolling gate to secure the openings between the existing 

fence walls.   

 

Additionally the northwest area which is now open would have a 6-ft high wall fence installed at a 

diagonal – to match the design of the wall fence on the southwest corner and to preserve the existing 

vegetative look of this corner.  The adjoining properties in the area have wall fences – wall fences are 

very common along East Railroad Ave.  The addition of a wall fence on the proposed location would 

be in keeping with the fences in the area and would also preserve the existing vegetation on this area of 

the subject parcel.   

 

2.2 Maintain the traditional orientation patterns of building facades to the street or water.  The 

front of the building should present a façade that is parallel to the street on which it faces.  

2.3 The vertical and horizontal proportions of building mass should be maintained.  Additions 

should preserve or maintain the traditional symmetry of the buildings front façade. N/A 

2.4 Maintain traditional setback patterns.  Porches, decks, solid fences or other additions should 

be located to respect traditional patterns or visually preserve the traditional front setback.  

Additions or screened service areas should be located to the side or rear of the front setback.  

This corner property has high fences at the perimeter. The proposal calls for fencing in the northwest 

corner with fencing that resembles the existing fencing and locating it at a diagonal (to match the 

existing fence on the southwest corner) and to provide two 5-ft high and 20-ft long rolling gates to 

provide controlled access to the driveway.  This proposal is in keeping with the traditional and 

established look of this property and this area of the historic district.   

2.5 Alleys, where part of the historical plat, should be used to provide access to the rear of 

properties for parking and service.  Parking and access to parking should relate to alley systems, 
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where present, and should be limited to the rear of structures where this pattern is traditional. 

N/A 

2.6 Accessory buildings such as garages or carports should be located according to the 

traditional development patterns of such buildings and should relate to the existing building on 

the site.  Service areas and trash containers should be screened from view using fences, lattice 

screens or hedges. N/A 

2.7 Decks should be an unobtrusive as possible.  Railing should express a line and spacing similar 

to existing balustrades.  The duplication of historic styles such as widow’s walks should be 

encouraged only where this type of architecture was traditionally found. N/A 

2.8 Paving materials and patterns should respect traditional patterns on the block.  N/A 

2.9 Landscaping should respect traditional planting patterns and maintain the alignment, 

spacing, and type where possible.  N/A 

 

3.0 Additions to Existing Buildings 

3.1 Additions should be compatible with the size, scale, color, material and character of the 

building and its environment. Additions may include porches and bay windows as well as entire 

wings and rooms.  

The additions of the fence and the gates are compatible with the existing fences.  As described above 

the fence will be set at a diagonal to match the existing fence on the other corner; by setting the fence 

at a diagonal the existing vegetation will be preserved.  The rolling gates will be roughly 5-ft high and 

but with metal with railings that will preserve the sense of openness between the existing fences while 

still providing the needed secure access.   

 

In general high fences are relatively common on E Railroad Ave and the proposal is in keeping with 

the area.  

 

3.2 Additions should be positioned so they do not alter the historic rhythm of building fronts. 

N/A 
4.0 New Construction 

4.1 Contemporary styles should be harmonious in form, material, and scale with the character of the 

block or district. N/A   

4.2 Align the façade of the building with the historic setbacks of the block or district. N/A   

4.3 New buildings should appear similar in mass and scale with historic structures in the block or 

surrounding area.  N/A   

4.4 Building and roof forms should match those used historically. N/A   

4.5 Use similar building materials to those used historically for all major surfaces. N/A   

4.6 Use window sizes and proportions similar to those used historically.  To create larger surfaces of glass, 

consider combining several standard windows in a row. N/A   

5.0 Relocating Buildings in a Historic District 

5.1 Relocate the structure in a context similar to its historic location, if relocating a historic building. N/A 

5.2 Align the building within the historic patterns of setbacks and open space ratios. N/A 

5.3 Orient the building according to the traditional pattern of the block or district. N/A 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  

Staff recommends that the Boca Grande Historic Preservation Board: 

 Approve the project as presented by the applicant.  

 Make a finding that the proposed project has been designated under Chapter 22 of the Land 

Development Code and on the basis of staff analysis, the project is in compliance with Chapter 

22, and the design guidelines of the Boca Grande Historic District. 
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